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the Redeemer sent by Jahweh, which is the role attributed to
Jesus by Christianity. Moreover, a close examination of the
original passage, in which both the text and its interpretation
are uncertain,1 leaves a strong impression that Christian exegesis
has read into the passage the meaning which it desired to
extract from it.
The silence which was preserved by the early Rabbis on
the subject of the Messiah's sufferings is an unanswerable
argument. In their teaching concerning the Anointed of
Jahweh, the early rabbis laid emphasis chiefly on an idea which
is the very opposite of the one for which Deutero-Isaiah is
supposed to provide evidence. They affirmed the complete
and inevitable triumph of the Blessed One, and the future glory
of his reign. Thus as Fr. Lagrange puts it, the Rabbis as a
whole " shut their eyes to those tends which predicted the sufferings
of the Messiah" In particular, they did not realize until the
second half of the second century a.d., or even later, that
Isaiah lii. 13-liii. 12 foretold them. The author of the Targum
of Jonathan exercises remarkable exegetical ingenuity with
regard to Isaiah lii.-liii., in order to refer anything unfortunate
in the prophecy to the people, the Temple, and so on, leaving
the glory for the Messiah. Even when the Rabbis did begin
to acknowledge the possible sufferings of the Messiah, they
relegated his ordeal to the period of his fife before his glorification.
The point is that in early Rabbinical teaching the death of the
Messiah, son of David, was never expiatory. Where it is
mentioned, as in the passage from 4 Esdras (vii. 29) which runs,
" After these years " — the 400 years of the Messianic reign of
bliss — " shall my son, the Messiah, dief and all in 'whom is the
breath of life" 2 it is a natural death, and, so to speak, neutral :
it emphasizes the humanity of the Messiah, and is without
special significance either with regard to salvation or forgiveness.3
In other words, the Christian interpretation of Christ's death is
not based on the traditions of Israel, and the difficulty with
which (on the evidence of the Synoptic Gospels 4) Jesus5 disciples
accepted his future sufferings, as well as the dislike shown by
the Jews, in the cause of subsequent polemics, to the idea of
the Passion, is of great evidential importance.
The fact is that, as Fr. Lagrange rightly points out,5 as
122 ff.
2	I know of no other passage of similar tenor and this dates irom after
the destruction of Jerusalem in a.d. 70.    Of. Gunkel, in GCLXIX, ii, 352,
3	CCLXXV, 245.
4	Mark viii. 31 ff. ;   Matt, xvi 21JJT.;   Luke ix. 22 ff.
5	CCLXX7, 251.

